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I1 the latter part of bis firſt Paper, 


E gives us (out of his Roſet. Prop. 5.) this Attempt of 
Squaring the Circle. Suppoſe DT be ; DC, and DR 

a mean proportional between DC and DT : the Semidiameter 
DC will be equal to the ©nadrantal Arc RS, and DR 


£ t3 TV. 


* That the thing is falſe,is already ſhewed in the Latin Con- 
tutation of his Roſetum, publiſhed in the Philoſophical Tranſ- 
aFions tor Fuly lalt paſt. 

Asit is now in the Engliſh 3 his Demonſtration is pec» 
cant in theſe words, (Col. 2 «lin. 31,32, 33+) Therefore - the 
Arc 6n T'V, the Arc on RS, the Arc on CA, cannot be in conti- 
nual proportion ( with all that follows :}) There being no 
ground tor ſuch Conſequence, 

{ And the thing is manifeſistor ſince that, by his conftruQion, 
DC.CA.Arc on CA extend<cd ::: are in the ſame continual 
. DR.RS. Arc on RS extended ©: : proportion, of the Semidia- 
DT.TV. Arc on TV extended :- Nrer to the Quadramal Arc ; 
Lctthat proportion be what you will; ſuppole, as I to 2 3 and 
conſequently, DC to CA being 2s 1 to 2, it will be to the 
Arc on CA, as 1 to 4 : And by the ſame reaſon, DR to the 
Arc on RS, and DT to the Arc on TV, muſk alſo be as 1 to 
4 : And therefore the Arcs on TV, on RS, on CA ; thatis, 
4 DT, 4 DR, 4 DC; will be in theſameproportion to one 
another, as (their ſingles.) DT,DR,DC: But theſe (by con- 
ſicuction) are in continual proportion 3 therefore thoſe 
Arcs alſo, as they ought to be. Indeed, if by changing ſome 
one of the terms.) you deſtroy (contrary to the Hypotheſis ) 
the continual proportion of DT, DR, DC, you will deſtroy 
that of the Arcs alſo (which are ſtil] proportional to theſe: ) 
but ſo long as DT, DR, DC, be in axy continual proportion 
{whether that by him afligned or any other) choſe will be 
in the ſame continual proportion with them. As if for DT, 
DR, DC, be taken Dt, Dr, DC, 
many continual proportion ('grea- 
ter, Je{s,or cqual to his) the Arcs on 
#, 0nrs, on CA, (extended) will 
be 7 the ſame continual proporti- 
dn. 
* But (which is the common. 
ule of Mr. Hobs's Demonttzatie 
m) it this Demonſtration were 
jood , it would ſerve as. well for HO 
jny proportionas that for which he brings it. For if, inſtead 
'f > he had (aid, ?, *, -:.., or what<clſe he pleaſed 3 the De- 
ponliration had been juſt as good as now it is, without chan- 


| {= one ſyllable : That is, it will equally prove the propor- 


n of the Semidiameter to the Quadrantal Arc, to be, what 


Ju pleaſe. 


_ 


In bis ſecond Paper. 


E pretends to confute a Theorem, which hath 2 long time 
11 paſſed for trmth; (and therefore doth no more con- 
ern Dr. ali, than other men.) And tis this, The four ſides 
a ſquare being divided into any number of equal parts, for ex- 
ple, into 1003 and ftreight lines drawn through the oppoſite 
ints, which will divide the Square into 100 leſſer Squares : 
he received opinion (\aith he) and which Dr. Wallis commonly 
iſeth, is, tbat the Root of thoſe 100, namely 10, is the ſide of the 
#hole Square. Which to confute, he tells us, The Root 10 is 
4 number of Squares, whereof the whole contains 100 3 and therc- 
fore the Root of 100 Squares is 10 of thoſe Squares, and not the 
Jde of any Square 3 becauſe the fide of a Square is u9t a Super= 
fcres, but a Line. 
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becauſe Fe ſide of a Square Foot, is 12 Inches in Lengeh, 


For Anſwer ; 1 ſay, that *tis neither the opinion of 
Doctor Wallis, nor ( that I know _J) of any other ( 
tar is it from being a - Received Opinion , which Maſter 
Hobs inſinuates as. ſuch ) that 10 1s the Root of 100 
Squares (For ſurely a Bare Number cannot be the fide of a 
Square Figure : ) Nor yet (as Maſter Hobs would 
have it) that 10 Squares is the Root of 100 Squares: 
But that 10 Lengths is the Root of 100 Squares. *Tis 
truce that the Number 10 is the Root of the Number 100, 
but not, of a 100 Squares: and, that 10 Squares is the 
Root (not of 100 Squares , but ) of 100 Squared 
Squares: Like as 10 Poxſen is the Root, not of 100 Donſer, 
but of 100 Douſen dauſen, or Squares of 4 
there, you mult multiply not only 10 a#to x0, but Doxſer in- 
to Dowſen, to have the Square of 10 Dowſtns ſo here, 10 #n- 
to 10 (which makes 100) and Length into Length (which 
makes a Square.) to obtain the Square of x0 Lengths, which 
5 therefore 100 Squares, and 10 Lengths the Root or fide of 
it. But, ſays he, the Root of 100 Soldiers , is 10-Soldiers. 
Anſwer. No ſuch matter : ' For 100 Soldiers is not the pro- 
dud of 10 Soldiers into 10 Soldiers, but of ' 10 Soldiers into 
the Number 10: And therefore neither 1G , nor 20 Sol- 
diers , the Root of it. So 10 Lengths into the Number 


IO, Makes no Square, but 100 Lengths3 but 10 Lengebs 


into 10 Lengths makes ( not 100 Lengths, but) 200 
Squares. | ; 

So in all other proportions : As, if the number of 
Lengths in the Square fide be 2 3 the number of Squeres in 
the Plain will be twice two, ( becauſe there will be 
two rows of two in a row : ) It the number of Lengths 
in the fide, bez 3 the number of Squares in the Plain, 
will be 3 times 3, or the Square of 3 : If that be 4, this 
will be 4 times 4: And fo in all other proportions. 
Of which, if any one doubt he may believe his own 


eyes. - 
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11-LF-EE 11:3; whocould have 


told him, that 


the Plain of it will be 12 times 12 Inches in Squeres : Becauſe 
there will be 12 Rowsof 12 in a Row. | 


His third Paper, 


Hich cameout juſt as the Anſwer to the two former 

was going to the Preſs, contains, for ſubſtance, the 

ſame with his Second, and the Latter part of the Firſt : And 
ſo needs no farther Anſwer. 

Oaly I cannot but take notice of his uſual trade of contra- 
dicing himſelt. His ſecond Paper lays, The fide of a Square is 
not a Superficies , but a Line: His Third fays the quite con- 
trary, (Prop. 1) A Square root (| Hae of Quantity) is 
ot a Line,but a Refangle. Other faults fities, and contra- 
di&ions, there are a great many 3 which omit, as too groſs 


' toneed an Anſwer. 


And this is what I thought fit to ſay to Mr. Hobs's 
Three Papers (rather to ſatishe the importunity of others, 
than becauſe I thought them worth Anlwering :) And ſub- 
mit the whole, with all Reſpects , to the Royal Society , te 
whom Mr. Hobs makes his Appeal. 


en And, as, 


